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This is an appeal from the decision of the Examiner dated 6 September 2006 , 
finafiy rejecting claims 1-7, 9-12, 14-22, 24'27, and 29-32 of the subject appiication. 
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APPEAL BRIEF 
i REAt PARTY M IMTEBiSJ 
The above-identified appHcatson is assigned, m its entirety, to Koninkipe 
Philips Eiectmnies U. V, 

Appeliani is not aware of any co-pending appeai or irilerference that will 
directiiy affect, or foe dirBCtiy affected by, or have any bearing on, the Boards dedsiion 
in the pending appeal. 

Claims 1-32 are pending m the application, 

Ciainm 8, 13: 23, and 28 would be allowed if rewritten in independent form. 
Claims 1-7, 9-12, 14-22, 24-27, and 29-32 stand rejected by the Examiner 
under 36 U.S.C. 103(a), 

These rejected ciainisS are the sybject of this appeal 

IV, SYATOS OF AMEmmEmis 
No amendments were filed subsequent to the final rejection in the Office 
Action dated 6 September 2006, 

V, SUfl^liARY OF CLAIilED SyBJiCI.MAIIig 
The invention addresses a television program recomrnendsstion system and 
method, and particularly, the management and organization of tittie-depet^clent 
viewer pfBferences. it is well recognized that viewer preferences may vary by time -of~ 
day, day-of-week, season-of-year, and so on, and systems that provide 
recommendations based on viewer preferences shouid be cogniEant of ti^ese 
dependencies (AppHcanfs page 6, line 27 - page 7. line 4). Different viewers, 
however, may have different time-dependencies, and this invention provides 
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techniques for delermink^g an incJ^vsdua^ viewer's time-dependent preferences, based 
on the viewers viewing history (page 6, fees 11-26). 

As t^me progresses, a vtewer's hstory Is €onti:nuaHy changing; yet changes in 
viewing history do not necessarily ^mply changes of the viewer's proferBnoee. This 
invention provides techniques for detamiining how a viewer's preferences change 
with time based on a potentially dynamicaNy changing viewing history. The applicant 
teaches (FIG, 4) creating two subsets of the viewer's history and providing each of 
these subsets to a recommendation system to obtain two sets of reoon imendalfons 
based on these hiiStohes (page 4, lines 13-20). if the reeornniendatbcs from the two 
different sets of history are simiiar, the Implication that the viewer's preferences 
have not changed, even though the particular shows that were viewed differed, II on 
the other hand, the reconimendatlons from the two different sets of history are 
dissimilar, the implteation that the viewer's preferences were diffe^^ent for each of 
these sets (page 4, Hoes 21-28), By identifying disonguishabie changes in the 
viewers p?eferenoes based on different sets of viewing hbtory; t^me-dependencleS: 
and other dependencies, can be Identified (page 3, lines 25-29). Additional, if two 
sots of histohes provide the same set of reoornmendatfons, one of the sets can be 
considered redundant; and deleted without impact (page 4, Hnes 5-10). 

Independent oiaim 1 recites a method (FIG. 4} for identifying changes in 
teiovision viewing preferences of an ^dividual comprismg the steps of: 

obtaining a viewing history rndlcatrng a set of programs that have been 
watched by a user: 

establlshrng at feast two viewing history sub-sets, VH? and VHk, from said 
vbwing history (420; page 10, iines 11-^12): 

generating a corresponding set of program recommendation scores, Si and 
Sk> for a set of programs in a given time interval based on said at least two viewing 
history sub-sets. VH. and VHk (430-440; page 10, lines 13-18). and 
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companng said sets of program recomrnendatfon scores, Si and SKbaseci on 
respective vfewmg history sub- sets (460), to identify a change ir^ said viewer 
preferences (470; page 10, iines 25-29). 

Independent claim 1 1 mcstes a method (FiG, 4) for managing the storage of a 
viewer history In a television program recommender, comprising the steps of: 

obtaining a viewing history indicating a set of programs that have been 
watched by a user; 

establishing at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH-= and VHk, from said 
viewing history (420; page 10, lines 1 1 - 12); 

generating viev%?er profiles. Pi and Pk, corresponding to said at least fef^o sub- 
sets, VHt and VHk (430; page 10. lines 13-14); 

generating a corresponding set of program recommendation scores, Si and 
Sk: for a set of programs in a given time interval based on said viewer profiles. P; 
and Pk (440: page 10, fines 15-18); 

comparing said sets of program recommendation scores, S? and Sk. to identify 
a change in said viewer preferences (460; page 10. lines 18-20); and 

deleting a portion of said viewing history if said sets of program 
recommendation scores, S= and Ss< are substantialiy similar (460; 10, lines 20-24), 

Independent claim 16 recites a system for identifying changes in television 
viewing prefe?~snces of ar^ individual, comprising: 

a memory for storing computer readable code; and 
a processor (100 of FIG, 1) operativeiy coupled to said memory, said 
processor configured to: 

obtain a viewing history (200 of F"iG. 1) indicating a set of programs that 
have been watched by a user (page 7, lines 12-19); 

establish at least two viewing h!stor\.' sub-sets, VH > ar^d VHk: from said 
viewing history (FIG. 2; page 8, lines 10-2o); 
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generate a corresponclmg set of ps"ogram reoommendatbn scores, Si 
and Sk> for a set of programs m a g^ven t?ma interval based or^ aaid at teas! two 
viewing history sub-sets, VH^ and VHk (FIG. 2; page 8. ^?nes 26"33): and 

compare saM sets of program recommendatbn scores, Si and Sk 
baaed on respective viewing history sub-sets, to iderrUfV a change said viewer 
prelereoees (page 8, Hnes 1-1 8)> 

k>dependent daim 26 raostes a system for managing the storage of a viewer 
h^sto?Y a tetev^s^on program recommender, coniprismg: 
a memory for storing computer readafote code; and 
a processor (100 of F^G. 1) operatively ooupted to sasd memory, said 
processor configured to: 

obtain a viewing history (200 of FIG. 1) indioatk^g a set of programs that 
have been watched by a user (page 7, iines 12-19); 

establish at feast two viewing history sub-sets, VH i and VHk. from said 
vfewing history (FiG. 2; page 8. lines 10-25); 

generate viewer profiies, Pi and Pk: corresponding to said at least two 
viewing history sub-sets. VH^ and VHk (FiG. 2; page 8, lines 26-33): 

generate a oorrasponding set of program recommendation scores, Si 
and Sk, for a set of programs in a given time interval based on said viev/ar profiies. 
Pi and Pk (FiG. 2; page 8, Nnes 26-^33); 

compare said sets of program recommendation scores, Si and Sk. to 
^dent^fy a change in said viewer preferences (page 9, iines 1-3); and 

detete a portion of sa^d viewing history if say sets of program 
recommendation scores, S ? and Sk are substantiaily simOar (page 9, lines 3-8). 
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Independent cte^m 31 redtes an article of manufactyre for identifying changes 
tetevisbn vewing preferences of en nid^vlduaL coniprising: 

a con^ipyler readabte medium having computer readafete code means 
embodied thereon, saSd computer readable program code means comprising (FIG. 
4): 

a step to obtain a vtew^ng history mdfeating a set of programe that have 
bean watched by a user (200 of F^G. 1); 

a step to establish at teest two vfewing htetory sub-sets, VHi and VHk> 
from said viewing history (420: page 10, foes 11^-14); 

a step to generate a oorrespondiing set of program recommendation 
scores, and Sk. for a set of programs m a given t^me interval based on said at 
feast two viewing hrstoiy sub^sets. VHi and VHk (430-440; page 10, lines 15-18); and 

a step to compare said sets of program recommendatfen scores. Si 
and Sk based on respective viewing history sub-sets, to identify a change in said 
viev^er preferences (450; page 10, lines 18-27). 



independent daim 32 recites an article of manyfacture for nianagmg the 
sfomga of a vfewer history in a television program ?Bconirnender, comprising: 
a corr^putor readabte med^ym having computer madabfe code means 
embodfed thereon, said computer rBadeble program code means composing: 

a step to obtain a viewing history indicating a set of programs that have 
been watched by a user (200 of FIG. 1); 

a step to establish at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH ^ and VHks 
from said viewing history (420: page 10, lines 11-14): 

a step to generate viewer profiles, and Pk. corresponding to said at 
ieast twD vtewing hrstory sub-sets, VH, and VHk (430; page 10, Hoes 1M4); 

a step to generate a corresponding set of program reoorrimendation 
scores, Si and Sk. for a set of programs in a g^veo time intervai baaed on sa^d viewer 
profiles, Pi and Pk (440; page 10. lines 15-1S); 
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s step to compare said sets ot program recommendation scores, Si 
and SK,to identify & change in said viex^er preferences (450. page 10, lines 18-20); 
and 

a step to deiete a portion of said vlev<^ing iitetosy if said sets of program 

recommendation soofBS, Si and SKare substantiayy similar (460, page 10, iines 20 

24), 

VjLQgOyNDSO^^ ON APPEAL 

Claims 1-7, 9~12< 14-22, 24-27, and 29-32 stand relectad under 35 U.S.C. 
1C)3(a) over Bedard (USP 5,801747) and Herz et aJ. (USP 6,0S8;722, hereinafter 
Herz). 

Claims 1-7, S»12, 14-22, 24-27, and 29-32 stand mjected 

under 3S U-S,C. 103Ca| over Bodsrd and H^rz. 

MPEP 2142 states; 

"To establish a prima facie case of obviousness tiie prior art reterenoe (or 
references wliesi conii^ined) mmt teiwh m' mggest ail the ciaim imtmiitms. , , If the 
examirier does noi produce a />rima./«t'f<:; case, the applictmi is imder no obligation 
sui?mit evidence of nonobvioisfirtess," 

Claims 1~? and S~10 

Ciaim 1, upon which claims 2-10 depend, claims a method that includes 
establishing history sub-sets from a vtewmg iiistory, generating a corresponding set 
of program recommendation scores for a set of programs in a given time interval 
based on tlie history sub-sets, and corr^parlng the sets of program recommendation 
scores to identify a change in viewer preferer~5ces. 

Neither Bedard or i-ierz teaches or suggests generating sets of program 
recommendation scores for a set of programs in a given time inten/al based on 
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history sub-sets, and neither Beciarcl or Herz teaches or suggests comparing the sets 
of program: recomfr$endalion scores to kierrtify a change in viewer prefereiices. 

The Office action asserts that Bedard teaches determining a change in viewer 
preiferences based on t\=vo history sub-sets *'by conipanng recent selections (subset 
2) to old selections (subset 1) to determine if the profile should foe updated using 
weighted techniques (Bedard 6:33-63) x'vlierein an update in the profile corresponds 
to the identification of a change in viewer preferences, since it is inlierer^t that an 
update would not foe necessary unless a viewer's prefefBnces have changed" (Off^ioe 
action, page 6, lines 15-18). The applicant respectfully notes, however, that the Office 
action's rationale is contrary to the applicant's claimed invention. 

The applicant claims a method for determining whether a user's preferences 
have changed based on whether two sets of viewing history cause different program 
recomrT^endations, whereas the OfTrce action presumes that the u.sefs preferences 
have changed whenever the viewing history changes. The Otloe action's rationale 
obviates the need for any of the elements in the applicant's claimed method beyond 
defining two sub-sets, and, most significantly, the Office action's assertion fails to 
address Ihe specific elements applicar^t's claimed method beyond dellning two 
history sub -sets. 

As the Oltice action describes, Bedard teaches a technlgue for updating a 
users viewing history In an ordered manner based on the amour^t of time a user 
Sipends viewing each selection. EJedard's history includes a list of channels and 
Bedard's process continually updates the amount of time each channel is viewed; a 
new channel is added to the list foy removing an older channel with less viewing time. 
The Office action defines the new channel as one history subset, and the older 
channels as another history subset, The Office action presumes that the viewing 
history is identical to the user's preferences, and therefore a change to the viewing 
history necessanly implies a change of the user's preferences. 

.As noted above, given this presiimption that the viewing histoiy and the user's 
preferences are one in the same element, there is no need in Bedard to generate 
sets of program recommendations based on diferent sets of histories, nor to 
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compara these sets of recommendatbns to determine whether the user's 
preferences have changed. Tha Office action asserts that the claimed generatbn of 
recommendation scores and comparing the scores to determrie whether a change 
has occurred "^s met by the comparison of e new entry (v^ewmg history subset 2) to 
existing viewer profile array entries (viewmg history subset 1) to determine i the 
profife shouid be updated (Bedard 6:33-63) wherein an update lin the profile 
corresponds to the sdentifioatton of a change in viewer prafej^Bnces, since an update 
wQU^ not be r^ecessary unfess a viewer's preferences have changed''. The appHcant 
respectfuiiy maintains that this c^rcuJar reasoning (the praferBnoes/hiatory have 
changed because the history/preferences have changed) faiis to establish that 
Bedard teaches any of the claim limitations beyond the fact that 8edard% new 
seiiection and o^der seiectbns can be defined as two different history subsets. 

The Office action m^ies upon Herz for teaching user preferences that vary with 
lime. The appfcant concurs with this charactehzatbn of Herz, but respectfuiiy 
maintains that the combination of Herz and Bedard wouid not result in the applicanf s 
ciiaimed invention; because neither Herz nor Bedard teach or suggest generating 
sets of pnDgram recommendation scores for a set of programs in a given time inten/ai 
based on history sub-sets, and neither Bedard or Herz teaches or suggests 
comparing the sets of program recommendation scores to identify a change in a 
viewer preferences. 

The Board of Patent Appeals and interferences has ccns^stent^y upheid the 
principle that the bunien of establishing a prima facie case resides wRh the Otfice, 
and to meet this burden, the Examiner must specif icaliy identify where each of the 
ciaimed elements are found In the prior art (see, for example, & Farfe Ateoya &oda, 
Appeai No. 2005-2289. Application 10/064,508 (BPAi Opinion October 2006)). The 
Office action has failed to identify where the claimed limitation of generating a 
corresponding set of program recommendation scores for a set of programs in a 
given time interval based on at teast two viewing history sub-sets can be found in 
either Bedard or Herz, has faited to yent^fy where the clairoed Hmitation of compahng 



yS-000240 Appeal Bnef 6, SOS 



Atty. Docket No. yS-O0024a 



Appi ut>. mi$msm 

k5 On^l Offices stetson of § Sept^mb^r 



Pag^ 10 of 24 



sets of program reconimendatbn scores to rdentrfy a change m viewer preferences, 
and thus has failed to estab^feli a prima facia case. 

Because flie comfosnation of Bedard and Herz falis to teaoh or suggest each of 
the iim?lat^or>s of oiaim 1 , and the Office action fa^is to identify where Bedard or Herz 
provides these teach^ogs, the applbant respectfully maintains that the rejectbn of 
cte^ms 1-7 and 9-10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) ov^r Beda^x! and Herz is ynfounded, per 
MPEP 2142. 

Cialrr§s 11-12 ar^d 144 S 

Qa^m: 1 1 , upon which oiaims 12-1S depend, claims a method that indudes 
generating viewer proxies correspondmg to history sub-sets, generating a 
oDrresponding set of prograoi recommeodallon scores for a set of programs in a 
given time Interval based on the viewer profiles, comparing the sets of program 
recommendation scores to identily a ohange ir^ viewer preferences, and detetmg a 
porlion of the viewing history If the sets of program recommendation scores are 
substantiaify simHar. 

As noted above, the combkiatbn of Bedard and Herz fails to teach or suggest 
generating a corresponding set of prograrti recorTimendation scores for a set of 
programs in a given time inten/al based on viev^er profHes, and fails to teach or 
suggest companng sets of program recommendation scores to identify a change ^n 
viewer preferences, and the Office action fails to identify where either Bedard or Herz 
provides these teachings. 

Further, neither Bedard nor Herz teaches deleting a portion of the vtewing 
history ?f sets of program recommendation soores are substantiaHy similar. The Offroe 
action asserts that Beda?d provides this teaching at column 5, INies 44-48 and 59-60, 
At the cited text Bedard merely teaches thai older seiections may be replaced by 
newer selections.,. As noted above, Bedard teaches deleting an o^er seteotion based 
on the viewing hme associated with the sefectton; the viewing times of each older 
seieotbn ^s decremented ont^l one of the older seteotion^ viewing time is 
decremented to zero (318 in Bedard^s toop 316^ 324) Bedard's deletion chteha is 
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comp(eta1|^ independent of a simHarity of program reoomrnendation scores. Evan 
assuming in argument that Bedard's viewing times correspond to the claimed 
rocommendatlon soores. Bedard teaches deleting the setectlDn when the viewing 
time is decrementod to zero, ^dependent of whether this viewing time is simfer to 
any other selection's viewing time. 

Because the cornbination of Bedard and Herz faHs to toaoh or suggest 
generating sets of program recommendation scores for a set of progranis in a given 
time interval based on viewer profites, fails to teach or suggest comparing the sets of 
program recommendation scores to identify a change in viewer preferences, and fails 
to teach deteting a portion of a viewing history if the sets of program: reoommendation 
scores are subslant^aNy simiiar, the appNcant respectfuily maintains that the rejection 
of eiasms 11-12 and 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Efedard and Herz is 
unfounded: per yPEP 2142> 

Claims 18-22 ar^d 24-2S 

Ciaim IS, upon which ciaims 17-25 depend, ciaims a system that inokides a 
processor that is configured to generate a corresponding set of program 
recommendation scores for a set of programs rn a given time interval based on at 
teast two viewing history sub-sets, and compare the sets of program 
recommendation scores to identify a change in viewer preferences> 

As noted above with regard to claim 1 the combination of Bedard and Herz 
raris to teach or suggest generating a corresponding set of program recommendation 
scores for a set of progmms in a given time ^nterva^ based on at (east two viewing 
history sub-sets, and tai^s to teach or suggest comparing tiie sets of program 
recomrr^endahon scores to identify a change in viewer preferences. As such, the 
appNoant respectfuHy maintains that the rejection of ciaims 16-22 and 24-25 under 35 
y.S-G. 103(a) over Bedard and Herz is unfounded, per ypEP 2142. 
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Claims and 29»3S 

C4airn 26, upon which claims 27-30 depend, claims a system that includes a 
processor that is configured to generate viewer profites corresponding to at least two 
viewing history sub-sets, generate a corresponding set of program recommendation 
scores for a set of programs based on the viewer profiles, compare the sets of 
program recommendation scores to identify a change m vfe-vver preferences, and 
delete a portion of tiie viewing history if the sets of program recommendation scores 
are substantially similar. 

As discussed above with regard to ciairn 1 1 , the combination of Sedard and 
Herz fails to teach or suggest generating sets of program recornrnendatiors scores for 
a set of programs based on viewer profiles, falls to leach or suggest comparing sets 
of program recommendation scores to identify a change in viewer preferences, and 
fails to teach or suggest dsieting a portion of the vievying history If the sets of program 
recommendation scores are substantially similar. As such, the applicant respectfully 
maintains that the rejection of ciaims 26-27 and 28-30 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Bedard and Herz is unfounded, per MPEP 2142, 

Claim 31 

Claim 31 claims an article of manufacture that includes computer readable 
program code that is configured to generate sets of program recornry^erKiation scores 
for a set of programs |-)ased on at least two history sub-sets and compare the sets of 
program recommendation scores to identify a change In viewer preferences. 

As discussed above with regard to cialni 1 , the combination of Bedard and 
He?i: faite to teach or suggest generating sets of program recommendation scores for 
a set of programs based on at least two history sub-sets, and fails to teach or 
suggest comparing sets of program recommendation scr>res to identify a change in 
viewer preferences. As such, the applicant respectfully rnainlains that the rejection of 
claim 31 under 35 U,S,C. 103(a) over Bedard and Herz is unfounded, per IvIPEP 
2142, 
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Claim 32 

Ciaim 32 claims an arfcle of manufacture that incjudes corriputer readabte 
program code that b configurad to generate sets of program reoommandatbn soores 
for a set of programs based on viewer profites, compare the sets of program 
recommendaoon scores to identify a change in viower preferences, and detete a 
portion of a v^owmg hiatory If the aela of program reoommendation scores are 
substantially simHar. 

As drsoussed above with regard to oiaini 1 1 , the cornbinatbn of Bedard and 
Harz faris to teach or suggest generating sets of program reoommendation scores for 
a set of programs based on viewer profiteS; fafe to teach or suggest compahng sets 
of program recomrnendatlon scores to identify a change in viewer preferences, and 
fafe to teach or suggest deteling a portion of a viewsng history if sets of program 
recommendation scores are subalamiaNy s^m?iar. As such, the applicant raspeotfyHy 
maintains that the rejection of daim 32 under 35 U.S/C. 103(a) over Bedard and Herz 
?s ynfounded. per yPEP 2142. 
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COMCLOSiONS 

Because the combination of Bedard and Herz fafe to teach or suggest 
generating sets of program reoommendatron scores for a set of programs based on 
viewer proffes, and faiJs to teach or suggest oomparrng sets of program 
recommendatton scores to identify a change m viewer preferences: the apptteant 
respectfu^iy requests that the Examiner's rejection of clasms 1-7, 9-12, 14-22. 24-27, 
and 29-32 under 35 U,S,C. 103(a) over Bedard and Herz.be reversed by the Board, 
and the claims be aOowed to pass to issue. 

Beoause the oombination of Bedard and Herz faOs to leach or suggest deleting 
a portion of a vbwhig hbtory if sets of program recommandatbn scores are 
substantially slmyar, the appHcant respectfuNy requests that the Examiner s rejectbn 
of daims 11-12. 14^-15, 26-27. 29-30. and 32 under 36 U.S.C. 103(a) over Bedard 
and Herz be reversed by the Board, and the otekBs be a^iowed to pass to issue. 

Respectfully subm^ttad 



Robert Si ycDermott, Esq, 
Regislratlon Number 41 ,508 
804-493^0707 



PleiS0 direet all eormsportd&nc® to; 
Van Qfickberg, Esq. 

Ph^ips InlBlfectual Property and Standiarcls 
P.O. Box 3001 

BriaroOff Manor. NY 10510^8001 
914-333-0618 
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ClA^yS APPENDIX 

1 . A method for identsfying changes sn tetev^sion viewing preferences of an mdividuai, 
comprising the steps of: 

obtaining a viewing history indicating a sat of programs that have been 
watched by a user; 

establishing at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH? and VHk, ffom said 
viewing history; 

generating a corresponding set of program recommendation scores, S-s and 
Sk, tor a set of programs in a given time interval based on said at least two viewing 
history sub-sets. VHi and VHk; and 

comparing said sets of program recommendation scores, and Sk based on 
respective viewing history sub-sets, to identify a charsge in said viewer preferences, 

2. The method of claim 1, wherein said comparing step fiMher composes the step of 
comparing the top-N (where N is a positive integer) recommended television 
programs in each set, Si and Sk. 

3. The method of claim 1, further comprising the step of generating viewer profiies. Pi 
and Pk: oorrespondi^ig to said at least two viewing histor/ sub-sets, VHi and VHs, 

4. The fT^thod of claim 1 , further comprising the step of presenting a user with a set 
of recommended programs based on one or both of said sets of programs, Si and 

5. The method of claim 1, further comprising the step of presenting a user with a 
union set of recommended programs based on said sets of programs, Si and Sk- 
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6. The method of cte^m 1, further compnsmg the step of presenting a user with an 
intersectbn set of recommended programs based on said sets of prograr?"^s, Si and 
Sk^ 

7. The method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of presenting a user with a set 
of recommended programs, Sk> based on a more recent sub-set of said viewing 
hfetory, 

8. The method of claim 1, wherein said at least two viewing history sub-sets, VHi and 
VHk> from said viewing history are obtamed by uniformly randomly sampling sufo-aefs 
of tetevisfen programs from said viewing history. 

9. The method of o^aim 1 , wherein said at ieasi two viewing history sub-aets, VHi and 
VHk. from said viewing history are obtamad by setecting a t^nie span that less than 
the entire time period covered by the viewing history. 

10. The niethod of claim 9, wherein said setected time span is an earfer s^mifer time 
period to a given thiie intervai,. 
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1 1 . A method for managmg the aloraga of a vbwer history in a televston program 
reoommender comprising the steps of: 

obtainsng a viewing history indicating a set of programs that have been 
watched by a user; 

estabfehlng at feast two viewing history sub-sets, VHi and VHk. from sa^d 
viewing history; 

generating vtewer proffes. Pj and Pk, oonesponding to said at feast two sub- 
sets, VHi and VHk; 

generating a oorresponding set of program recommendation soores, S; and 
Skv for a set of programs in a given time interval based on said vtewer profiles, 
and Pk; 

comparing safd sets of program recommendatbn scores, St and Sk. to identify 
a ohange in said viewer preferences; and 

deteting a portion of said viewing history if said sets of program 
recommondation scores, Si and Sk are substantlaHy simiiar. 

1 2. Tha method of oiaim 1 1 , wherein said companng step further comprises the stop 
of companng the top-N (whore N is a positive integer) recommended television 
programs in each set. S: and Sk. 

13. The method of ciaim 1 1 , wherein said at least two viewing history sub-sets, VHi 
and VHk. ftom said viewing htetory are obtained by uniformiy randomiy sampling sub- 
sets of television programs from said viewing history. 

14. The method of ciaim 1 1 , whemm said at feast two viewing history sub-sets, VHt 
and VHk, from said viewing history are obtained by selecting a time span that is less 
than the entire time period covered foy the viewing history. 

1 5. The method of ciaim 14. wherein said sefectod time span is an eadier similar time 
period to a given time intervaL 
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16. A system for identrlying changes m tefevisbn vbwing preferences of an 
bdiv^dual, comprising: 

a memory for stonng computer readable code; and 

a processor operative^y ooupted to said niemory, said processor configured to: 
obtain a vfewing history indicatmg a set of programs that have been 

watched by a user; 

estabHsh at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH ? and VHk; from said 

viewing history; 

generate a corresponding set of program renornrnendation scoreS: S ^ 
and Sk. for a set of programs rn a given time interval based on said at feast two 
viewing history sub-sets, VH^ and VHk; and 

compare said sets of program recommendation scores, Si and Sk 
based on respective viewing history sub-sets, to identify a change in said viewer 
pref0renoes> 

17. The system of oiaim 16, wherein said processor compares the top-N (where N is 
a positive integer) recommended teievisbn programs in each set, Si and Sk. 

18. Tbe system of ciairn 16, wherern said processor is further configured to generate 
vbwer profiles . Pi and Pk, corresponding to said at ieast two viewing history sub- 
sets. VHi and VHk. 

19. The system of claim 16, wherein sa^d processor is further configured to present a 
user with a set of recommended programs based on one or both of said sets of 
programs, Si and Sk. 

20. The systerri of ciaim 16, wherein said processor is further configured to present a 
user with a union set of recommended programs based on said sets of programs, Si 
and Sk. 
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21. The system of oteim 16, wherein said processor is further configured to present a 
user w^th an Intersection set of recommended programs based on said sets of 
pmgfams, and Sk^ 

22. The system of ob^m 16, wherein said processor is furtner configured to presani a 
user with a set of recomnieodad programs. Sk. based on a more recent sub-set of 
said viewing history. 

23. The system of olaim 16. wherein said at least two viewing history sub-sete, VHt 
and VHk. from said vtewing history are obtained by uniformiiy randomly sampHng sub- 
sets of lefevision programs from said viewing history 

24. The system of c^aim 16. wherein sa^d at feast two viewing history sub-sets, VHi 
and VHk; from said view^r^g history are obtained by setecting a time span that Is less 
than the entire time period covered by the viewing history. 

25. The system of claim 24, wherein said selected t^me span is an earOer similar time 
period to a given time intervai. 
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26. A system for managing the storage of a viewer hislory in a tetev^sbn progiBm 
reoonimendar, compnEing: 

a memory for storing computer readable code; and 

a processor operatiively coypted to said memory, sard prooessor configured to: 
obtaNi a vtewlng history indicating a set of programs that have been 
watched by a user; 

establish at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH s and VHk. from said 
viewing history; 

generate viewer profyes, Pi and Pk. corresponding to ^aid at least two 
viewing history sub-sets, VH-j and VHk: 

generate a corresponding set of program recommendatbn scores, 
and Sk> for a set of programs in a given thne interval based on said viewer profiles: 
Pi and Pk; 

oompare said sets of program recommendation seoms, St and Sk. to 
identify a change in said viewer preferences; and 

detete a portion of said viewing history if said sets of program 
recommendation scores. Si and S^arB substantially sirnHan 

27. The system of claim 26, wherein said pmcessor comparBS the top-N (where N is 
a positive Integer) recommended television programs in each set, S t and Sk^ 

28. The system of ciasim 26, wherein said at ieast two viewing history sub-sets, VH ^ 
and VHk, said viewing history are obtained by uniformly randomly sampOng sub- 
sets of teievision programs from said viewing history. 

29. The systerTi of o^alm 26, wherein said at least two viewing history sub-sets, VH^ 
and VHk. from said viewing hfetory are obtained by selecting a time span that Is iess 
than the entire time period oovemd by the viewing history. 
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30. The system of claim 29, wherein said selected time span an earNar similar t^nie 
period to a given t^rne ^merval 

31 An article of manufaoture for identifying changes in television viewrng preferences 
of an kidividuai, compriisrng: 

a computer readabte medium having computer readable code means 
embodied thereon, said computer readable program code means comphsing; 

a step to obtain a viewing history indicating a set of programs that have 
been watched by a user; 

a step to ealabiish at ieast two viewing history sub-sets, VH-; and VHk. 
from said viewing history: 

a step to generate a corresponding set of program recommendation 
scores. Si and Sk. for a set of programs in a given time interval based on said at 
iaaat Iv^o view^ing history sub-sets, VH| and VHk; and 

a step to compare said sets of program recommendation scores, Si 
and Sk based on respective viewing history sub-sets, to identify a change in said 
viewer preferences. 



US-000240 A|)pear Brfef 



Atty... Docket Na yS^M24S 



Page 2a of 24 



32. An article of marYufaclure for managing the storage of a viewer history in a 
telev^s^on program recornmender, compnsing: 

e computer readabte medkim havmg oomputar readabte code r?iaans 
embod^od thereon, said computer readable program code means comprising: 

a step to obtain a viewing hstory kid?catir^g a sat of programs that have 
been watched by a user; 

a slop to estabHsh at (east two viewmg history sub-sets, VH = and VHk, 
from said v^ew^ng history; 

a step to generate viewer profites, Pi and Pk, corresponding to sa^d at 
feast two vtewing hbtory sub-sets, VHi and VHj^; 

a step to generate a corresponding set of prx:>gram reconimendatbn 
sooros, Si and SK^ tor a set of programs in a given lime interval based on sa^d vfewer 
profifes. Pi and Pk; 

a step to compare said sets of program recommendation scores, Si 
and SK.to identify a change in said vfewer preferences; and 

a step to delete a portion of said viewmg hbtory ?f said sets of program 
recornrnendatbn scores, and SKare substantiaiiy simHar. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 



No ev^denoe has been submitted that b relbd upon by the appeOant in th^s 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

Appayiant is not aware of any co-pending appeal or interference whteh w^ii 
duBCtiy affect or ba directly affecfed by or have any beanng on the Board's decision 
in the pending appeal 
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